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•	Above	 left:	 Endorsements	 of	 Negative	 words,	
a	 corollary	 of	 negative	 self-schema,	 predict	
depression	severity	on	the	CESD	in	a	sample	of	527	
students.	R	=	.72,	p	<	.001
•	Above	 right:	 Positive	 schema,	 as	 defined	 by	 the	









fit	with	 the	 two	 variables	 shown	 above,	 but	 not	
memory	bias.	
Findings	 support	 the	 use	 of	 the	 SRET	 as	 an	
instrument	for	measuring	self-schema.	
The	 SRET	 is	 a	 good	measure	 for	understanding	
how	people	view	themselves.	
•	Participants	were	recruited	online	from	university	
subject	pools	at	UT-Austin	(527)	and	Amazon	
Mechanical	Turk	(293).	They	completed	two	
primary	measurements:	CESD1	a	measure	of	
depression	symptoms);	SRET2	(a	measure	of	self-
schema).	
•	The	self-referent	encoding	task	(SRET)	has	
participants	respond	quickly	to	positive	and	
negative	adjectives	by	answering	whether	those	
adjectives	are	self	referential.	After	the	task,	
participants	have	a	free	recall	of	words	from	the	
task,	a	measure	of	memory	bias.	
•	The	diffusion	model,	below,	was	also	used	to	model	
responses	on	the	SRET.	
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